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have failed and suffered. So men have constructed in
philosophy theories of universal felicity. They tell us
that every one has a natural right to be happy, to be
comfortable, to have health, to succeed, to have knowl-
edge, family, political power, and all the rest of the
things which anybody can have. They put it all into
the major premise. Then they say that we all ought to
be equal. That proposition abolishes luck. In making
propositions we can imply that all ought to have equally
good luck, but, inasmuch as there is no way in which
we can turn bad luck into good, or misfortune into
good fortune, what the proposition means is that if
we can not all have good luck no one shall have it.
The unlucky will pull down the lucky. That is all that
equality ever can mean. The worst becomes the stand-
ard. When we talk of "changing the system," we
ought to understand that that means abolishing luck
and all the ills of life. We might as well talk of abol-
ishing storms, excessive heat and cold, tornadoes, pes-
tilences, diseases, and other ills. Poverty belongs to
the struggle for existence, and we are all born into that
struggle. The human race began in utter destitution.
It had no physical or metaphysical endowment what-
ever. The existing "system" is the outcome of the
efforts of men for thousands of years to work together,
so as to win in the struggle for existence. Probably
socialists do not perceive what it means for any man
now to turn about and pass his high judgment on the
achievements of the human race in the way of civiliza-
tion, and to propose to change it, by resolution, in about
"six years.5* The result of the long effort has been that
we all, in a measure, live above the grade of savages,
and that some reach comfort and luxury and mental
and moral welfare. Efforts to change the system have